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One of the key administrative issues confronting decision makers today is how best to involve citizens in public decision making (Stern & Fineberg, 1996) . For the purposes of this article, we imagine an administrative body responsible for making a decision on environmental policy that requires input from experts, stakeholders, and laypeople. The challenge is to design a participatory decision-making process that produces effective policy outputs (Coenen, Huitema, & O'Toole, 1998; Hansen, 1998) and meets the democratic expectations of all involved (Dryzek, 1990) . What form should the process take? Who should be involved and in what manner? How can technical expertise and local knowledge best be integrated into the process? Can deliberation be fostered that is respectful, effective, and rewarding? 1 There are a wide variety of participatory tools available, and those employed should be appropriate to the need (Stern & Fineberg, 1996, p. 137) . But to talk about participation models, we first need to agree on what public participation is. We adopt a discourse-based approach to public participation in this article, which we note has growing interest. Recent scholarship has advanced the discursive perspective by focusing on the ways people who participate in decision making talk with each other. One of the areas of research we wish to highlight here is the definition of process criteria that define important qualities of public participation (Tuler & Webler, 1995) . Building on Fox and Miller (1995) , Hansen (1998) proposed that three guiding criteria-inclusivity, self-regulation, and policy outputsbe used to judge the quality of discourse (Hansen, 1998) . A recent committee at the U.S. National Research Council focused on integrating analysis and deliberation in a cyclical learning process (Stern & Fineberg, 1996 ; see also Dietz & Stern, 1998; Chess, Dietz, & Shannon, 1998; and Jasanoff, 1996) , and they suggested a number of diagnostic questions that could be used to tailor the process to the situation (Stern & Fineberg, 1996, pp. 142-149) . Finally, Renn, Webler, and Wiedemann (1995) put forth fairness and competence as meta criteria to drive the design and evaluation of such processes, spelling out a set of criteria that can depict the quality of the discourse. We offer these three examples from the literature not as a complete summary but as citations of three thoughtful, theoretical approaches to define process criteria for participatory decision making.
In this article, we reflect on the fairness and competence approach advanced by Renn et al. (1995) by comparing their theoretically derived criteria against a set of criteria that was empirically derived. The latter emerged out of a case study of a forest policy-making dispute in New England in which we asked participants to reflect on the features of "good process." That study produced a set of criteria that specify the process features that participants believe to be important in the forest policy case. We have attempted to bring the voices of those lay participants into this ongoing academic exchange about what defines a good process by quoting extensively from interview transcripts. The article is structured as follows. First, we recap the theoretical criteria based on the meta principles of fairness and competence. After an introduction to the forest policy case and the methodology, we briefly present the principles that emerged from our case study. This is followed by a lengthy section in which we consider the theoretical criteria one at a time while invoking the voices of the people who were interviewed in our case study research to affirm and elaborate on the theoretical criteria. In the final section, we discuss revisions in the theory that are warranted based on the case study results.
A NORMATIVE THEORY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Ortwin Renn and Thomas Webler have proposed a normative theory of public participation based on a revision of Jürgen Habermas's (1979 Habermas's ( , 1984 Habermas's ( , 1987 Habermas's ( , 1991 Habermas's ( , 1992 concepts of the ideal speech situation and communicative competence (Renn, 1992; Renn & Webler, 1998; Webler, 1995) . 2 Habermas calls for free and totally uncoerced discussions among all interested and affected parties in collaborative decision-making venues. He demands a level playing field for a "discourse" that reaches closure only via the free and uncoerced consensus of all involved. Quite early on in this venture, Habermas (1973) invented something he called "the ideal speech situation," and he specified four conditions for that to be realized.
3 These conditions largely have to do with "leveling the playing field" by making sure that all discourse participants have equivalent chances to act. Although there is not the space or need here to review Renn and Webler's critique and revision of Habermas's ideal speech situation, their work continues in the spirit of Habermas's in the sense that it stipulates specific conditions that mark an ideal kind of discourse, at least for the domain of environmental decision making in Western democratic states. 4 On the other hand, the view of communicative competence in their theory is strikingly different from Habermas's. In summary, Renn and Webler see competence as a feature of the process, whereas for Habermas competence is a quality of the individual.
The theory emphasizes two meta-principles: fairness and competence. Fairness refers to the opportunity for all interested or affected parties to assume any legitimate role in the decision-making process. Competence refers to the ability of the process to reach the best decision possible given what was reasonably knowable under the present conditions. These are operationalized as "the discursive standard criteria." The word discursive emphasizes that the key to understanding social behavior-in this case, 568 ADMINISTRATION & SOCIETY / November 2000 the behavior of people taking part in policy making-is to study their talk. These criteria rely quite heavily on Habermas's analytic categories of kinds of talk. Habermas sees talk as a search for truths, and he calls any assertion of truth a "validity claim." He distinguishes between four types of validity claims, in part because each tends to be handled in conversation a bit differently.
5 Table 1 provides examples of each type. Communicative claims have to do with issues of comprehension and language. Cognitive claims have to do with issues of factuality and states of affairs. Regulative claims have to do with issues of right and wrong, law and morality. And expressive claims reveal something of one's subjectivity. All four kinds of speech occur interdependently in participatory public policy-making processes. Still, it is useful to draw the distinction made in Table 1 .
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FAIRNESS
Fairness refers to what people are permitted to do in a deliberative policy-making process When people are to come together with the intention of reaching understandings and making public decisions in a fair process, four necessary opportunities for action by individual participants must be available. They are to
• attend (be present), • initiate discourse (make statements), • participate in the discussion (ask for clarification, challenge, answer, and argue), and
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These necessary opportunities are relevant in each of the three basic activities that comprise a public participation discourse: agenda and rule making, moderation and rule enforcement, and substantive discussion of the issue. Table 2 presents the criteria that define a process that provides the four necessary opportunities for fairness. Attendance is primary, and every process must decide who has a legitimate right to participate. This is often translated into the problem of defining the potentially affected population. Fair attendance may mean, for example, that meetings move from town to town to give people across a large region equal opportunities to attend. Or, it may mean that some meetings are held on weekends and others during the day to give people who work different shifts equal chances to attend. Fair participation in agenda setting and rule making means that all have the same opportunity to take part in these activities. Fairness in the discussion and debate refers to making sure that everyone has an equal chance to make their voice heard and to shape the final decision. 
COMPETENCE
Competence refers to the construction of the best possible understandings and agreements given what is reasonably knowable to the participants at the time the discourse takes place. It is conceptualized as two basic necessities: access to information and its interpretations 7 and use of the best available procedures for knowledge selection. Here, the discursive standard criteria are organized around Habermas's four types of validity claims (see Table 3 ). A validity claim is an assertion of truth, and to competently ascertain its validity, discussants need to ensure access to relevant information and use of the best procedures to evaluate the claims. Access to information can mean bringing in outside experts (truth claims), ensuring that all relevant interest groups are represented (normative claims), or simply making certain that people have time to get in touch with their own authentic desires and concerns (expressive claims).
Once a plurality of information has been brought into the discourse and interpreted, competing assertions need to be resolved. To produce competent understandings and judgments, a process must ensure that the best rules and procedures are used to gather, evaluate, and select knowledge. For many situations, time-tested methods for gathering information and constructing knowledge have been developed, and it is reasonable to expect that people should use these methods when selecting and employing information and knowledge. Scientific knowledge is scrutinized according to criteria that are well established. Courts have established criteria that determine the admissibility of certain statements. These are designed to eliminate statements that are often unreliable (such as hearsay), inaccurate (such as out-of-court statements), or prejudiced.
8 Referendums can be thought of as consensually approved procedures for resolving certain kinds of normative disputes (for example, whether the costs of a proposed landfill outweigh the benefits to the community).
No matter what kind of validity claims are made, a competent process is one that pursues mutual understandings before agreement and that explicitly decides how disputes will be resolved well before the actual differences arise.
A CASE STUDY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The fairness and competence criteria for public participation process design were deduced from philosophical premises. We asked whether this Overarching rules • Are misunderstandings reduced before reaching for agreement?
• Is the decision as to which validity claims are redeemed by the group made using a technique that was consensually preapproved?
emerging theory coincided or differed in any important senses from what participants want from participatory decision making. To answer this, we constructed an empirical understanding of good process by tapping into the subjective beliefs of a small but diverse group of people who took part in a participatory policy-making process. The case was that of the Northern Forest Lands Council (NFLC).
THE CASE
Intense concern over the future of the forest land ownership patterns and uses in northern New York and New England led the U.S. Congress to establish the NFLC in 1990 for a term of 4 years (McGrory-Klyza & Trombulak, 1994; NFLC, 1994a) . Its purpose was to study the patterns of forest use and their implications for local economies, forest management, and conservation in the future and to submit policy recommendations formally to Congress and the state governors of Maine, New Hampshire, New York, and Vermont in September 1994. Each governor appointed four council members, each representing one of the following interest areas: timber harvesters, environmentalists, land owners, and local government.
Early on, the council committed itself to a participatory process that would give voice to the diverse concerns, interests, and values held by residents of the study region. Council members did not believe they held answers to policy problems and were committed to basing recommendations on the integration of technical information and local knowledge, values, and concerns. During the initial stages of their work, council members and staff emphasized development of a Public Involvement Plan (NFLC, 1993) . According to its operating principles, "the Council would seek input at all stages of its process" (NFLC, 1994a, inside cover), and "it saw its role as consulting with the broadest range of citizens on their hopes and fears about the future of forest land and their relationships to it" (NFLC, 1994a, p. 11). The council believed that public involvement was an important tool for developing the ownership, partnerships, understandings, and commitment that are necessary to carry out the final recommendations.
The result of these efforts was an extensive and innovative public involvement process-a creative hybrid of open public meetings and forums, outreach efforts, and citizen advisory committees, all coordinated with a program of technical analysis and information gathering. Diverse interests and stakeholders were encouraged to participate in multiple ways, and council staff members met with any group who asked. A hallmark feature of this process was the listening sessions, intended as a forum in which publics could comment directly to the council on draft recommendations. We selected this case because it was rich in public participation, engaged many diverse participants, and was a highly disputatious topic.
METHODS FOR INTERVIEWS AND GROUNDED THEORY ANALYSIS
Our goal was to have experienced participants voice their preferences for process characteristics, unadulterated by researcher expectations.
9 We conducted open-ended interviews with 49 individuals.
10 Eight of the interviewees were council members, four were staff members, the remainder were Citizen Advisory Council (CAC) members.
11 We supplemented our interview data with minutes of council and CAC meetings and other documents of the council.
Interviews followed a semistandardized structure (Berg, 1995; Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 1990) . They typically lasted 1 to 1.5 hours, although some lasted as long as 3 hours. During the first part, we asked interviewees to describe the public participation process. We did this to gauge their familiarity with the process, identify patterns of misunderstandings, and help us understand the case. In the second part of the interview, we asked them to identify important elements of the process, as well as principles they believed the process should have attained. We also asked them to evaluate the process according to those principles.
To produce a single set of principles from these diverse interview data, we coded the data in the manner of grounded theory (Glaser, 1992; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) . In grounded theory, the researcher inductively develops a theory that is "close to the data" by constantly comparing the meaning and relevance of categories and concepts that emerge out of a systematic coding process. It is a method designed to minimize researcher bias and preconceptions. Through coding (inventing labels for datum segments that exhibit similar characteristics), categories emerge. At first, a relatively large number of categories are developed. Iteratively increasing the level of abstraction of the codes eventually leads to a set of final categories. The method is rigorous, repeatable, and highly regarded within qualitative sociology. Recently, Susan Moore (1996) 574 ADMINISTRATION & SOCIETY / November 2000 published a grounded theory study of how participants of public participation processes evaluate the outcomes of such processes. This research parallels hers very closely, except that we focused on process.
An important consideration in any coding exercise is the theoretical sensitivity of the researchers (Glaser, 1978; Strauss & Corbin, 1990, pp. 41-47) . Theoretical sensitivity is the ability of the researcher to analyze data in a manner that remains true to the meanings emerging from the data, as opposed to being committed to preconceived theories or ideas. Expertise in the topical area can be both a strength and a weakness. Our preconceptions about fairness and competence (or any other theories or concepts) could be problematic. We responded by remaining constantly vigilant of the self-fulfilling prophecy and by reminding each other to step back and reexamine our analysis for any signs of bias. Throughout the project, we adopted an attitude of friendly critical reexamination for the purpose of minimizing bias.
We transcribed our interviews and coded for expressed norms about the design or implementation of the NFLC process. Norms were not only expressed in prototypical statements based on "ought" or "should" imperatives, they were also implied by descriptive statements. A descriptive statement can be understood to imply a norm about a process when the statement is understood in the context of an entire interview.
12 Our next step was to build a taxonomy of principles. In a highly iterative process, we arranged and rearranged the statements over and over again into different categories until they "worked." These categories worked not only because we were able to sort every one of our coded data segments into a category but also because they seemed largely independent and balanced with one another.
In a study such as this, the principles and criteria that emerge out of the data are highly contextualized. It is possible to construct a more formal theory using grounded theory method, but that requires data from many cases. The criteria we induce from this case study are not necessarily generalizable to other contexts. Still, following Yin (1994) , we believe it does make sense to generalize from this case back to theory.
RESULTS: PRINCIPLES OF PARTICIPATION
Seven categories of principles for public participation emerged from the data. Each is described briefly below (for more detailed discussion of the categories and their derivation see Tuler & Webler, 1999) . Following Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 575 this, we draw again on the case study data to bring depth and insights to the theoretical criteria. In the Discussion section, we turn again to these central principles to compare the case study results with the theory.
Access to the process. Statements that we sorted into this category dealt with the issue of physically getting people present and involved in deliberative settings. They also went beyond that to include people having access to the decision makers. In this sense, it is not enough to be present; one needs an opportunity to speak and to be heard. Access was also tightly linked to ideas of fairness.
Power to influence process and outcomes. Power was not a term that our interviewees used often, but we chose it to describe a category of statements related to the idea that different people might have or be perceived to have differing degrees of influence over the process. Many people implied or spoke outright about the importance of balancing influence so that prejudice, preferential treatment, or imbalance in resources necessary to participate effectively were eliminated.
Getting issues on the agenda was identified as one of the ways that influence could be brought to bear in the process. Many of the statements in this category addressed the issue of consensus. The council frequently noted that it was devoted to a consensus model of decision making. Finally, the issue of representativeness was brought up in a manner that was directly related to power.
Facilitate constructive interaction: Structural characteristics and personal behaviors.
Many interviewees addressed the issue of constructive interaction. In other words, people paid attention to the nature of the social interaction. We came to distinguish between norms about the structural characteristics of the process and norms about personal behavior of individuals taking part in the process. Our interviewees emphasized the time, location, availability, and structure (seating arrangement, etc.) of the meetings. They also told us that people's behavior mattered a great deal. Respect, openness, honesty, understanding, listening, and trust were all cited as relevant personality features. In other words, people cared about the quality of the talk-the quality of the discourse space (a term we use to include structure and personality characteristics)-and they differentiated between interactions that were constructive and destructive. Personal behavior has been observed to influence the character of interactions in deliberative settings associated with the NFLC process (Tuler, 2000) .
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Another reason we distinguished between structural and personal characteristics was because they have different "loci of control." Structural characteristics are usually the domain of the planners of the process, although they may seek input from other parties as well. Personal behavior, however, is not easily determined by rules, although it can be self-moderated or encouraged via sanctions or rewards. Ground rules that clearly define proper and improper behavior can help individuals moderate their own behavior, but they cannot guarantee proper behavior.
Access to information. The fifth category we identified addressed the issue of information. Our interviewees identified two basic origins of information: the lay public and the expert community. They repeatedly told us that the lay public had important knowledge and experiences about which the council needed to learn to made good decisions and recommendations. People also emphasized that the council needed to tap into the expert community for technical studies of land use, silvaculture practices, economic indicators, and so on, although there was disagreement about how effective the council was at getting good information.
Our interviewees recognized that information flowed in two directions: toward the council and away from the council. This was referred to as learning or education. Information flowed toward the council from consultants and the public. Information flowed from the council to the public, but at meetings information also flowed directly to the public from consultants or from other publics. In addition, the public expected to be informed of what the council was doing, what the council learned from its consultants, and what the council heard from the public. The latter served as one check that the council would actually use public comments in its deliberations and recommendations.
Adequate analysis. Closely related to the category of access to information is the issue of data and analytic quality. An important contention in the NFLC process was the claim that gave birth to the process-forest lands were being subdivided and sold for second home development. Some people were concerned that the council needed to collect data to confirm or deny the importance of that claim.
People also spoke more generally about the issue of accountability. Some of our interviewees were concerned that the decision-making process was being driven by politics rather than an understanding of the issues informed through science (social or natural science) and local knowledge. Additionally, some people felt that the council needed to gather more than Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 577 simply information; it also needed to listen to peoples' interpretations of the data.
Enabling of social conditions necessary for future processes. The final category is directed toward how a process can recreate the conditions necessary to allow future policy-making processes to occur. 13 There was a sense among our interviewees that the NFLC process would have important implications for what types of decision-making activities could follow. If the process fueled conflict, for example, it seemed unlikely that more participatory policy efforts would follow. The normative principles related to the recreation of the conditions necessary for future policy efforts had to do with
• managing conflict (reducing or clarifying conflict gives a sense of progress and reaffirms that people with disputes can talk reasonably with each other), • building better relationships among the interest groups in the region (familiarity, trust, and respect encourage continued constructive interactions), • promoting a sense of place (which can give people a stake in outcomes and a desire to be engaged in the formulation of policy), and • being sensitive to issues of cost (because processes that are viewed as not cost-effective are less likely to be repeated).
COMPLEMENTING THE THEORY WITH VOICES OF PARTICIPANTS
Now, we turn to the question of what light the findings from this empirical study can shed on the emerging theory of fair and competent public participation. It is important to emphasize that the empirical study does not provide a test of that theory. Our goal is much more modest-only to reflect on the theory with the insights from people who participated in the NFLC process. We believe our case study exposes some of the weaknesses and strengths of the theory, and we elaborate on those here. Because the point of a grounded theory study is to let the data speak for themselves, we cite extensively from transcripts. Bear in mind that some of the quotations refer to things the council did right, whereas others are critical of the council. We interpret either an endorsement for an underlying principle. By paying close attention to the concepts people invoke to evaluate their experience, we gain insights to normative criteria. In what follows, we begin with the theory, adding the voices of the participants to elaborate on the criteria presented by the theory.
FAIRNESS: ATTENDANCE
Guaranteeing the opportunity to be present at the meetings is fundamental in the theory. Toward this end, the first task is to identify who are the potentially interested and affected parties. The second is to ensure that no party is systematically disadvantaged from participating because of the time or place of the meetings.
These concerns figured prominently in the interviews with participants in the NFLC process. In fact, this category is closely linked to our emergent category "access to the process." Council members, staff, and members of CACs held that identifying interested and affected parties was critical. Similarly, they felt that the process should have been designed to facilitate attendance. The following quotes explain how participants thought about the importance of attendance: I think they [the council] tried to reach out to as many people as they could, people with diverse perspectives, and in a way that does not appear slanted.
[Doris, CAC member]
14
And also we spent a lot of time identifying PAIs [potentially affected interests]. . . . We would say, "Okay. Who are the people we should contact? How are we going to do that? How do we make sure that they get the message?" [Jack, staff person] At the public forums the people who had the most to lose, the working people, there were very few there. Cause they were working. [Dianne, CAC member] Interviewer: Did any public citizens ask to be put on subcommittees?
Respondent: If they did they were put on. You show the slightest flicker of interest and you're on. "Here sucker, here's the next meeting." [Daniel, council member] The idea of moving meetings around from place to place in the region just seemed natural, that we shouldn't have all the meetings in one place so that people could attend. [Sam, council member]
FAIRNESS: INITIATE DISCOURSE
The theory asserts that merely being present at a decision-making discourse is not enough. Furthermore, it is not sufficient if participants are Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 579 limited to a response-only role. Good decision making comes about when people can freely deliberate all issues they feel are pertinent to the topic. This means having the freedom to speak your mind. Whether the speaker wishes to talk about the agenda, rules for the discourse, or substantive aspects of the discussion itself, it is essential that he or she be able to initiate speech. Our interviewees placed a great deal of importance on being able to "have your say" at meetings. They wanted to be able to say what was on their minds, whether or not the council wanted to hear it. Two categories emerged from our data that are related to this theoretical category. These are "access to the process" and "power to influence process and outcomes." The following quotes illustrate how participants expressed ideas related to the ability of individuals to initiate discourse:
The Council almost did not want to use the word "biodiversity" and "biological resources." And I think that it was the listening sessions early on that essentially said, "Hey! There is a public out there that wants us to talk about this, and we got to address it. And we got to be up front." And the same with property rights. [ 
FAIRNESS: PARTICIPATE IN THE DISCUSSION
Once a speaker has initiated an assertion, the theory holds that he or she must be able to engage in conversation with others who challenge or ask for clarity or expansion. Participation means having the opportunity to defend one's assertions as needed, as well as being able to challenge the assertions of others or to ask for more clarity. It is also important to listen. Overall, the people we interviewed assigned a great deal of importance to establishing discourse. Listening and learning to respect the points of view of traditional adversaries were very important themes. Three categories emerged that were related to this aspect of the theory: "power to influence process and outcomes" and the two related categories, "structural 580 ADMINISTRATION & SOCIETY / November 2000 characteristics to promote constructive interactions" and "facilitation of constructive personal behaviors."
The whole notion of listening was an important feature of the NFLC process by anyone's measure. "Listening sessions" were so named to emphasize the role of the council as listeners. In fact, council members sat in the audience, and individuals making comments spoke from the podium to the entire audience. A staffer to the council put it the following way:
We needed to learn how to involve the public in a way that the public believed that we were listening. Because we had to engage their trust, and so they needed to understand that what we were doing was a responsible thing and that we were really very serious about how, about learning what impacted them. . . . We listened. You know, somebody got up and ranted and raved and we said, "Thank you for coming, thank you for sharing your thoughts. Next person." What I learned from all of that is we don't have-our tendency as human beings is to respond and to be defensive about our position, well we didn't have a position. We really really wanted to listen, and we didn't shut people out when things got tough. We continued to listen. [Nina, staff person] Well, it isn't just a good listener, it's also a good talker. It's listening well and talking effectively. And you can really botch things up if you do either one of those things badly. [Jerry, CAC member] The following quotes also illustrate our interviewees' normative concerns about their (and others') ability to participate in discussions:
The process allowed those people to start talking. If we hadn't done that, they would probably still be struggling to figure out how to connect. That was one of the benefits. In fact, I think that's one of the-if nothing else happens, probably the best thing that came out of it was a process that allowed people to start talking to one another. [Felix, council member] Yeah and the experts were challenging each other too. . . . I remember when [Bob] talked at the biodiversity forum about the value of old growth forests. And he had some of the people who were on his side jump up and say, "What are you SAYING? You can't say THAT!" And they started arguing with him, who was supposed to be their greatest ally. And so I think it helps to say that these issues aren't as clear-cut as I thought that they were. one's point of view was recognized, appreciated, and fairly conveyed and considered. That there wasn't any one party that would dominate the process and that there was a fairness that all points of view were, had an opportunity to be expressed and conveyed. [Paul, CAC member]
FAIRNESS: PARTICIPATE IN DECISION MAKING
Reaching closure on issues raised in the discussion is the fourth and final activity associated with fairness in the theory. Reaching closure is relevant because disagreements may emerge during discussion, and these may need to be resolved before the conversation can move on. Different kinds of disagreements need to be resolved in different ways (see section on competence, below), but a fair process is one that lets the people participating in the discourse assign closure to these disagreements. In other words, under the rubric of fairness, the theory has nothing to say about which process the group should use to reach closure, except to assert that the group must use consensus to select the method by which closure will be reached.
The ability to participate in decision making is an issue of power. Thus, it is closely aligned with the emergent category "power to influence process and outcomes." The council was a strong advocate for using consensus in every aspect of its decision making throughout its 4-year lifetime. For example, a council member stated, But I think a key was that agreement up front-that we were going to try and deal with these issues by consensus. And where we don't have consensus, we are going to talk it through. And if we can't come to consensus, we have to decide whether that is an important enough issue for the Council to deal with. We never really got to the point where it wrecked us. And maybe there is other subject matter out there where that would be impossible. [Felix, council member] .
Consensual decision making of this kind is precisely what the theory has in mind. However, consensus was not used in every venue of the NFLC process. Members on the CACs had opportunities to influence the council members but had no decision-making authority. Instead, they served as a sounding board for the council. Likewise, listening sessions and public forums were places for people to speak to others, not make decisions. 15 In those settings, there was not always closure on issues or disagreements that arose.
Generally, our interviewees from both the council and the CACs felt it was acceptable that the CACs had no decision-making power. This acceptance, as well as perceptions of the council's legitimacy, were predicated, however, on the council members acting responsibly and accountably. Being responsible meant that the council members attended the venues at which participants could make comments, listened to what people said, reflected on what was said, tried to learn from what they heard, and stayed open-minded so that they could incorporate things they heard into the council's discussions and considerations. The following excerpts capture some of these beliefs:
You can list everything that everybody said to show that you have this great process. But if you don't listen to it and do something with it, then its not effective. [Doris, CAC member] Interviewer: You did say that ownership has two parts: opportunity and influence. Would it be fair to say that fairness might be interpreted merely as opportunity and what you want to emphasize is influence?
Respondent: That's right. I would agree with that. I think fairness perceived merely as listening is almost a charade of a process. [Felix, council member] Accountability was enacted by the council's answerability and transparency. For instance, the council stated each recommendation publicly and provided justification. In most cases, the deliberations of the council were conducted in public. Executive sessions were held only near the very end of the process, and it is interesting to note that these drew criticism because they violated the principle of transparency. The following quote illustrates the importance of accountability:
I think that the constant checking in and listening and showing that the council had heard was very important and it made them, it made people have, what's the word?-the council had credibility, they hadn't misplaced the trust. And I think that paid off, at least for the product that they had. [Jack, staff person]
COMPETENCE: ACCESS TO INFORMATION AND ITS INTERPRETATIONS
Making competent judgments requires foremost that all parties have access to the information and knowledge they feel is relevant. If we preserve Habermas's distinction between four kinds of discourse, then participants need access to meanings, states of affairs, moral argumentation, and subjective beliefs (see Table 1 ). Interviewees made reference to all of Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 583 these. There is a tight link between this element of the theory and our category labeled "access to information." Knowledge about meanings was important when disputes arose over comprehension. For example, I think, in many instances, people in a certain profession, whether it is medicine or education or logging, there is a certain terminology that goes with that profession. And many times people, when they are trying to explain or get a point across, they talk over people who are not familiar. . . . What is a "widow-maker," "basel area"? We use those terms very fluently if you are into industrial logging and that sort of thing, but other people have no idea what "basel area" is. And that does happen when you go to meetings. There are people there-environmental people, industrial people, wildlife peopleand all of a sudden they are putting an X up and someone else is seeing a Y there. [Philip, CAC member] States of affairs, or factual information, were also an area in which participants felt a need to have access to quality information. The council spent a lot of resources to produce a technical appendix (NFLC, 1994b) . For example, a critical issue that helped initiate the NFLC process was the belief that large blocks of forest lands were being replaced by second-home development. Some parties insisted that data be collected to prove or disprove this assertion. The ensuing report was a major factor in refocusing the attention of the process. The following statements elaborate on the importance of access to information:
In our opinion what the council did, to a certain extent, was to make an awful lot of assumptions and never go back and get the facts to see if they were substantiated. And consequently, it became a rhetorical debate, based on various philosophical backgrounds. [Andy, CAC member] One of the Council's charges was to collect information. Their other charge was to engage people to the extent that they could with that information so that they were helping people make more informed decisions. So I think those open issue-gathering forums are a good tool, because they lend real legitimacy. They say, "We're here to gather the best information that we can." [Doris, CAC member] Moral argumentation may reside in written texts, which are brought to the discourse by participants. For instance, some property rights advocates cited the U.S. Constitution to make moral points. Moral argumentation is also brought into the process through the speech of the participants. This is also true for the fourth kind of discourse-about subjective beliefs. Thus, 
COMPETENCE: USE THE BEST PROCEDURES FOR RESOLVING DISPUTES
The theory asserts that once the information is made available and people have had a chance to discuss it, disputes need to be resolved and decisions made. A competent process does this by using the best available procedures for making judgments. Different kinds of claims require different procedures for redemption. There is not the space here to compare each theoretical criterion with our empirical data. Instead, we include below a few of the key criteria accompanied by excerpts from interviews.
Factual claims need to be considered by knowledgeable people as well as those potentially affected by policies informed by these claims. The emergent category "adequate analysis" reflects some of these concerns. One criterion from the theory emphasizes that factual claims should be verified against prevailing opinion in the relevant expert or lay community. This happened in at least two places in the NFLC process-at the issue forums and at council and CAC meetings where reports from consultants were discussed.
[The issue forums] were good too, because generally at those we'd have one or two or three of our study contractors who had really gone into things at depth. We'd have targeted members of the public. In other words, whose expertise had to do with that field. We really were getting into meat. [Daniel, council member].
I think one of the things that the NY council did was to use the CAC to improve upon some of the studies, to find out where there were gaps in the studies, to look, fine-tune the focus of the studies [Paul, CAC member]. Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 585 Moral claims should be resolved via a democratic process in which all interested and affected parties can explain their preferences, make arguments, and estimate the impacts of the potential decisions. Thus, the process should promote reflection and consideration before coming to closure. It is important to emphasize that the theory does not specify the best way for groups to reach closure. It only states that consensus must be used when the group is deciding how to decide.
The theory emphasizes that for moral discourse to be legitimate, all affected must be aware of the anticipated consequences of the proposed decision. One interviewee addressed this issue very directly:
The listening sessions were an attempt to: a) give an opportunity for citizens as a whole who may not have been part of the CAC or might not have been part of the monthly meetings to ask questions, and b) to express their viewpoints on the draft recommendations-well before they were finalized. So there were possibilities for improvements for recommendations if the recommendations were off the mark or the recommendations caused some hardships of problems we did not anticipate, well then we could basically make those changes. [Elias, council member] Another requirement for moral discourse is that procedures promote compromises and the discovery and development of mutual understandings. An interviewee reflected this concern in the following interview exchange:
Interviewer: You saw people-what did you hear people [at the listening sessions] doing?
Respondent: Really listening to each other. How they had by that time already substantially modified their positions to recognize the positions of others and to look for solutions that didn't just accomplish one thing, but accomplished many things. [Sam, council member] The theory also emphasizes competence in therapeutic discoursediscourse about expressive claims. One important criterion of the theory in this regard is that the translation of expressive claims to normative or cognitive components must be approved by the speaker. An interesting venue for discourse in the NFLC process was meetings council members held with outspoken adversaries. During these meetings, the council invited the adversaries to voice their concerns (expressive validity claims). The council then sought, essentially, to translate these concerns into their normative or cognitive components. For example, one property rights group objected that the council would take over the way of life for 586 ADMINISTRATION & SOCIETY / November 2000 people living in the Northern Forest area. Through small "living room" discussions with this group, the council and its staff discovered that this group was concerned that the council would become a permanent regulatory body. Thus, the expressive claim was translated to a normative one. It so happened that the opposition of this group was not dissolved by this effort, but it is an excellent illustration of how the council invented a discursive setting that allowed expressive claims such as these to be raised and discussed.
Finally, an unexpected finding-not present in the theory-was that successful discourse sometimes requires attention to nonverbal skills. For instance, many people emphasized how important it was to have a staff person who could write well.
It could never have reached the final product if they hadn't had [a good staff person] to melt things together in a way that everybody would accept. And that means splitting words and considering various substitutions of words. Wordsmithing. It's important in a process like that. Sometimes it's crucial for the process. [Jerry, CAC member] 
LESSONS FOR THE THEORY
Tables 4 and 5 summarize the principles of good public participation process from the case study and the theory. We found two direct correspondences between categories from the case study and categories from the theory: "access to the process" matches "fairness: attend the discourse" and "access to information" matches "competence: access to information and its interpretations." Additionally, the empirically derived category "adequate analysis" is close to the theoretical category "competence: use the best procedures available to select knowledge." Three other categories from the empirical study-"power to influence process and outcomes," "promote constructive interactions," and "facilitate constructive personal behaviors"-have no twins with the theoretical categories, although there are certainly connections between concepts such as power and fairness, constructive interaction, and communicative competence.
These differences suggest some benefits from revising or supplementing the theory. In sum, we make four observations. First, the concept of power could be more explicit within the context of fairness. Power is considered in the discursive standard criteria, but it could be more transparent and refined. For example, the theory is somewhat naive in its insistence that all participants be involved in decisions about how closure should be reached. In the NFLC case, authority rested with the council members, who were appointed by the governors of the four states. None of our interviewees had a problem with the principle of representation. Not a single person called for a purely egalitarian distribution of power in the process, as is demanded in the Habermasian-based theory. At the same time, feelings about the appropriateness of the council's authority were clearly provisional and depended on the degree of trust extended to the council. Several factors seemed to contribute to the council's success in obtaining trust. Responsibility and accountability are two. The personalities and reputations of the council members also played an important role. At this point, we do not feel our data allow us to reach firm conclusions about how the theory should be altered (if at all) to account for unequal distributions of power that have not been consensually validated by all involved. Further investigation is necessary to explore the general principles associated with these complex issues of trust and power. But making the concept of power more explicit in the theory would better highlight the dynamics by which participants are able to be active cocreators of a process.
Second, this analysis suggests we reexamine how to conceptualize competence. In the theory, competence addresses the structure of the discourse, especially using the best available procedures to reach agreement. This is further broken down into four types of discourse.
16 What surprised us, however, was the emphasis on both the personal and structural parts of constructive interaction. We were not surprised when people emphasized the time, location, availability, and structure of the meetings. But they also told us that people's behavior mattered a great deal. As one person said succinctly, "I think just as important as the process is the personalities in the process. Egos can screw up the whole world." Respect, open-mindedness, honesty, understanding, listening, and trust were all cited as important behavioral characteristics. This is an important finding and one that builds on prior research about the roles of individual characteristics in the dynamics of group discourse (Antaki, 1994; Becker, Chasin, Chasin, Herzig, & Roth, 1995; Billig, 1991; Brenneis, 1988; Hansen, 1998; Schreier, Groeben, & Blickle, 1995; Tjosvold, 1988; Tuler, 2000) . People care about and attend to the quality of the talk-the quality of the discourse space. People can tell "good talk" from "bad talk." And they associated good talk with particular personality and behavioral features. This seems a point where a Habermasian-based theory offers a great deal of interpretive strength and normative force. Clearly, there is a need for a theory of public participation to build a concept of the responsible participant.
Process theorists take issue with a rule-based approach to promoting behavior. They make the point that rules do not guarantee proper behavior. People can abide by the rules most of the time but violate them at crucial moments to achieve strategic aims. As an analogy, consider the soccer player who commits a personal foul intentionally with the sole purpose of disrupting the momentum of the opposing team.
17 Rules may not guarantee behavior; however, rules do allow us to detect when bad talk is happening, and they give us the means to assess the severity of the violation, reflect on its impact on the discussion, and mitigate its effects. Our interviewees clearly understood this point when they emphasized the importance of constructive personal behavior. A rule-based approach to public participation may not guarantee people set aside their egoistic and strategic aims and adopt an orientation toward mutual understanding. However, it provides us with the criteria we need to be able to talk about the quality of talk people are performing.
Third, our analysis resulted in the identification of a category we called "enabling of social conditions necessary for future processes." Here, our case study illuminates something the theorists miss. Our NFLC participants are situated in an historical and ongoing social drama about forest Webler, Tuler / THEORETICAL REFLECTIONS 589 policy. They would never view this single process as an isolated event, although public participation theorists frequently do so. People thought of the NFLC process as merely one of many such processes, and they were concerned for the long-term consequences this experience could have on future discussions. This principle is not part of the theory. It has, however, been discussed recently in the literature on public participation (Moore, 1996) . It shares some features with the idea of social learning, which is thought to facilitate better decisions as both substantive and procedural knowledge is gained (Laird, 1993; Lee, 1993, p. 8; Webler, Kastenholz, & Renn, 1995; Wynne, 1992) . It is unlikely that we identified all the factors relevant to the creation or maintenance of social conditions necessary for enabling future processes to be implemented. This is an important area warranting additional research.
Fourth, the theoretical norms fairness and competence are claimed to be universal norms. We do not make this claim about the principles derived from our empirical study of the NFLC process. We did discover outright disagreements among our interviewees about the definition of "good" process (Tuler & Webler, 1999) . This leads to an interesting question: How are principles ranked among individuals and interests? Clearly, this is a topic for future research.
The main lesson that we glean from this is that, in specifying the nature of a satisfactory process, the participants of the NFLC process drew attention to factors that influence the nature of the discourse. It is true that many mentioned that it must constructive-that is, there should be progression toward an end. On this point, it is important to note that none of our interviewees argued that a good process was one that produced their favored outcome. The end that they sought was not related to any interest position but one that was consensually agreed on and widely seen as politically legitimate. Furthermore, they specified that for discourse to prosper, people need to enter with an open mind and a commitment toward doing what is best for all as opposed to what is best for one. This is the "orientation toward reaching understanding" that Habermas so often speaks of. To the participants, the process should be safe, polite, enjoyable, open, and honest. Moreover, people need to speak sincerely and honestly to avoid "positioning" or "grandstanding." In short, people seemed to describe a mode of discourse very close to the model we find in Habermas's writings. There are certainly differences between the empirical categories we constructed from our interviews and the categories derived from the theory. However, in all we find the empirical study supports modifying the theory rather than abandoning it.
